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REMARKS 

Summary 

Claims 1-22 stand in this application. Claims 1, 10, 15 and 19 have been 
amended. No new matter has been added- Favorable reconsideration and allowance of 
the standing claims are respectfully requested. 

ALLOWABLE CLAIMS 

We would like to thank the Examiner for indicating the allowability of claims 3-8 
aud 20-22 if amended to include all of the limitations of the base claims and any 
intervening claims. Applicant respectfully submits, however, that these claims represent 
patentable subject matter as currently listed based on the amendments and/or remarks 
given for the independent claims as discussed in detail below. Applicant would like to 
respectfully reserve the right, however, to amend the allowable claims into independent 
form during further prosecution if warranted. 

Claim Rejections- 35 U.S,C. .5 102fb) 

At page 2, paragraph 2 of the Office Action claims 1, 2, 9 and 19 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by United States Patent Number (USPN) 
6421 71 1 ("Blumenau"). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection, and requests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the anticipation rejection. 

Although Applicant disagrees with the broad grounds of rejection set forth in the 
Office Action, Applicant has amended independent claims 1, 10, 15 and 19 in order to 
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facilitate prosecution on the merits. Applicant submits that the amendments merely 
clarify, either expressly or impliedly, what was already present in the claims. 
Furthermore, Applicant submits that the amendments are not narrowing amendments and 
are not being made for reasons substantially related to patentability. 

Applicant respectfully submits that to anticipate a claim under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), 
the cited reference must teach every element of the claim. See MPEP § 2 1 3 1 , for 
example. Applicant submits that the Blumenau reference fails to teach each and every 
clement recited in claims 1, 2, 9 and 1 9 and thus they define over the Blumenau 
reference. For example, with respect to claim 1, the Blumenau reference fails to teach, 
among other things, the following language: 

assigning said virtual addresses to a first set of physical 
memory addresses; 

generating a first assignment cost value comprising a 
measure of bandwidth for said assignment 

According to the Office Action, this language is disclosed by the Blumenau reference at 
the Abstract, lines 7-15, and column 10, lines 39-51. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Claims 1 , 2 and 9 define over the Blumenau reference. The Blumenau reference 
at the Abstract, lines 7-1 5, states in relevant part: 

The virtual ports appear to the hosts as physical ports in the data 
network. ... For convenient partitioning of storage among host processors, 
one or more virtual ports are assigned to each host, and a set of storage 
volumes are made accessible from each virtual port. 

By way of contrast, claim 1 recites an '^assigning said virtual addresses to a first set of 
physical memory addresses." A physical port does not comprise a "physical memory 



11 

PAGE 12/16 * RCVD AT 6/21/2006 3:18:1 1 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/15 * DNIS:2738300 ' CSID7249330028 * DURATION (mm-ss):M-1 6 



06/21/2026 15:20 7249330028 



JOHN F KACVINSKY 



PAGE 



Appl.No, 10/816,268 

Response Dated June 21, 2006 

Reply to Office Action of March 21 , 2006 

address." Therefore, a mapping of virtual ports to physical ports does not comprise 
"assigning said virtual addresses to a first set of physical memory addresses." Further, 
the Blumenau reference at column 10 7 lines 39-51 , states in relevant part: 

Therefore, it is desirable to assign a temporary identifier to each port in the 
data network in such a fashion that the identifier is unique to the 
configuration of the network at any given time, but not necessarily unique 
to each port for all time. Therefore, such a temporary identifier can have 
fewer bits than a WWN yet uniquely identify a source or desired 
destination of a request transmitted through the network. 

Claim 1, however, recites "generating a first assignment cost value comprising a measure 
of bandwidth for said assignment/' A temporary identifier does not comprise a 'first 
assignment cost value" as recited in claim 1 , Rather, a "first assignment cost value 
comprising a measure of bandwidth for said assignment" refers to a measure of 
bandwidth for "assigning said virtual addresses to a first set of physical memory 
addresses/- The fact that a temporary identifier can have a fewer number of bits than a 
permanent identifier does not relate to "a measure of bandwidth for said assignment" as 
recited in claim 1 . The Blumenau reference fails to describe a "first assignment cost 
value" of any type or in any context, let alone "a first assignment cost value comprising a 
measure of bandwidth for said assignment" Consequently, the Blumenau reference fails 
to disclose all the elements or features of the claimed subject matter. Accordingly, 
Applicant respectfully requests removal of the anticipation rejection with respect to claim 
1. Furthermore, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the anticipation rejection 
with respect to claims 2 and 9, which depend from claim 1, and therefore contain 
additional features that further distinguish these claims from the Blumenau reference. 
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Claim 19 defines over the Blumenau reference as well. Claim 19 recites 

language similar to that recited in claim 1. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that 

claim 19 is not anticipated and is patentable over the Blumenau reference for reasons 

analogous to those presented with respect to claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicant 

respectfully requests removal of the anticipation rejection with respect to claim 1 9. 

Claim Rejections — 35 U.S. C, S 103(a1 

Claims 1 0-14 staxid rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the Blumenau reference in view of USPN 5928321 ("Ozcelik*'). Claims 150 8 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Blumenau reference in 
view of the Ozcelik reference and further in view of the United States Patent Application 
Number 2001/0004595 ("Dent"). Applicant respectfully traverses these rejections, and 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the obviousness rejections. 

Claims 10-18 define over the Blumenau reference, the Ozcelik reference, and the 
Dent reference, whether taken alone or in combination. Amended independent claims 10 
and 1 5 recite language similar to that recited in claim 1 . Applicants note that the Ozcelik 
reference and the Dent reference also fails to disclose the missing language of claim 1. 
Therefore, Applicant submits that independent claims 10 and 15 arc not obvious and are 
patentable over the Blumenau reference for reasons analogous to those presented with 
respect to claim ] . Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests removal of the 
obviousness rejections with respect to claims 10 and 15. Furthermore, Applicant 
respectfully requests withdrawal of the obviousness rejection with respect to dependent 
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claims 1 1-14 and 16-18, which depend from independent claims 10 or 1 5, and therefore 
contain additional features that further distinguish these claims from the cited references. 

Conclusion 

For at least the above reasons, Applicant submits that claims 1-22 recite novel 
features not shown by the cited references. Further, Applicant submits that the above- 
recited novel features provide new and unexpected results not recognized by the cited 
references. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the claims are not anticipated nor 
rendered obvious in view of the cited references. 

Applicant does not otherwise concede, however, the correctness of the Office 
Action's rejection with respect to any of the dependent claims discussed above. 
Accordingly, Applicant hereby reserves the right to make additional arguments as may be 
necessary to further distinguish the dependent claims from the cited references, taken 
alone or in combination, based on additional features contained in the dependent claims 
that were not discussed above. A detailed discussion of these differences is believed to 
be unnecessary at this time in view of the basic differences in the independent claims 
pointed out above. 

It is believed that claims 1-22 are in allowable form. Accordingly, a timely 
Notice of Allowance to this effect is earnestly solicited. 
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The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone if 
such contact would further the examination of the present patent application. 



Dated: June 21, 2006 



4500 Brooktree Road, Suite 1 02 
Wexford, PA 15090 
(724) 933-5529 



i hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited 
with the United States Postal Service with sufficient postage as first 
class mall In an envelope addressed to: Commissioner for Patents*, 
P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 or facsimile 
transmitted to the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office on the date 
shown below: 



Respectfully submitted, 




Under 37 CFR 1.34(a) 



June_21 ^ 200,8, 



Date of Deposit 



Pefrorah L Hlgham 

Name of Person Mailing Correspondence 
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